Binding energies of trions and biexcitons in two-dimensional
  semiconductors from diffusion quantum Monte Carlo calculations by Szyniszewski, M. et al.
ar
X
iv
:1
70
1.
07
40
7v
1 
 [c
on
d-
ma
t.m
es
-h
all
]  
25
 Ja
n 2
01
7
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Excitonic effects play a particularly important role in the optoelectronic behavior of two-
dimensional (2D) semiconductors. To facilitate the interpretation of experimental photoabsorp-
tion and photoluminescence spectra we provide statistically exact diffusion quantum Monte Carlo
binding-energy data for Mott-Wannier models of excitons, trions, and biexcitons in 2D semiconduc-
tors. We also provide contact pair densities to allow a description of contact (exchange) interactions
between charge carriers using first-order perturbation theory. Our data indicate that the binding
energy of a trion is generally larger than that of a biexciton in 2D semiconductors. We provide inter-
polation formulas giving the binding energy and contact density of 2D semiconductors as functions
of the electron and hole effective masses and the in-plane polarizability.
PACS numbers: 78.20.Bh, 31.15.-p, 73.20.Hb, 78.55.-m
The optical properties of two-dimensional (2D) semi-
conductors such as monolayerMoS2, MoSe2, WS2, WSe2,
InSe, and phosphorene have recently attracted a great
deal of interest [1–8]. Numerous observations have
been made of the rich structure of the luminescence
spectra of these 2D materials, in which the most pro-
nounced features have been interpreted in terms of neu-
tral excitons [9–14], charged excitons (trions) [15–20],
and biexcitons [21–23], while recent experiments on
higher-quality monolayer transition-metal dichalcogenide
(TMDC) samples have revealed additional structure in
their spectra [24–27].
In this work we study a Mott-Wannier model of exci-
tons and excitonic complexes in monolayer 2D semicon-
ductors, taking into account the polarizability of the 2D
crystal [28–30] and providing data to allow for a pertur-
bative treatment of contact interactions between carri-
ers. We use the diffusion quantum Monte Carlo (DMC)
approach [31–33] to find the energies of trions and biex-
citons, and we provide approximate formulas for the ex-
citon (U), trion (ET), and biexciton (EXX) binding en-
ergies as functions of the in-plane polarizability and the
electron and hole effective masses, which fit the DMC
data to within 5%. We calculate and report contact pair
densities, enabling the evaluation of perturbative correc-
tions to the energies of charge-carrier complexes, as well
as intervalley scattering, due to contact (exchange) inter-
actions between charge carriers. The strength of the con-
tact interactions could in principle be determined from
first-principles calculations for different 2D semiconduc-
tors; alternatively, the strengths of the contact interac-
tions can be regarded as parameters to be determined
using experimental data in conjunction with the contact
pair densities reported here.
The energy −U − ET of a trion with one hole (h) and
two electrons (e1 and e2) can be found by solving the
Schro¨dinger equation (in Gaussian units)
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where me and mh are the electron and hole effective
masses and rij = ri − rj is the position of particle i
relative to particle j. The Keldysh potential U describes
the Coulomb interaction screened by the polarization of
the electron orbitals in the 2D lattice [28–30, 34],
U(r) =
e2
ǫ
∫
d2q
(2π)2
2πeiq·r
q (1 + qr∗)
=
πe2
2ǫr∗
[H0(r/r∗)− Y0(r/r∗)] , (2)
where r∗ = 2πκ⊥ is a parameter directly related to the
in-plane susceptibility κ⊥ of the material, which has di-
mensions of length, and ǫ is the average permittivity of
the media on either side of the 2D semiconductor. The
potential is expressed in terms of a Struve function H0
and a Bessel function of the second kind Y0. Equation (1)
determines the main contribution ET towards the trion
binding energy, which is counted from the exciton binding
energy U . Similar Schro¨dinger equations can be written
for an exciton and a biexciton.
Numerical solution of the Mott-Wannier Schro¨dinger
equation for an exciton yields the r∗-dependent binding
energy U (see the inset in Fig. 1), which agrees with the
asymptotic limits [28–30, 35, 36] U(r∗ →∞) ∼ e2ǫr∗ ln
r∗
a∗
B
and U(r∗ → 0) = −4 R∗y, as well as the contact pair
density gXeh = 〈δ(reh)〉. Their r∗ dependence was fitted
2by
U/R∗y ≈ (1 − x) [4− 1.0x ln (1− x)] /
[
1 + 1.31
√
x
]
(3)
gXeh ≈
8.0
(a∗B)
2
1− x
1 + 20.0
√
x
, (4)
where x = r∗/(a
∗
B + r∗), a
∗
B = ǫ~
2/(µe2) is the exci-
tonic Bohr radius, µ = (memh)/(me+mh) is the reduced
mass, and R∗y = µe
4/(2ǫ2~2) is the excitonic Rydberg.
Here, the
√
x term is not a physical singularity; rather,
it reflects the enhanced contact density of a 2D hydrogen
atom. gXeh is plotted in Fig. 2.
The ground-state solution to Eq. (1) for a trion was ob-
tained using the DMC approach [31, 32], with the trial
wave function being optimized using variational Monte
Carlo (VMC). The trial wave function was of the Jas-
trow form Ψ = exp[J(R)], where the Jastrow exponent
J(R) consisted of a pairwise sum of terms of the form
u0(r) =
[
c1r
2 log(r) + c2r
2 + c3r
3
]
/
(
1 + c4r
2
)
, where
c1, c2, c3, and c4 are optimizable parameters (different
for each particle-pair type), together with two-body and
three-body polynomial terms that are truncated at finite
range [37, 38]. The short-range behavior of u0(r) is such
that the analogs of the Kato cusp conditions for the log-
arithmic interaction are satisfied (see the Supplemental
Material in Ref. [30]). Trial wave functions were opti-
mized by unreweighted variance minimization [39, 40]
and energy minimization [41]. The ground-state wave
functions for these systems are nodeless; hence the fixed-
node DMC algorithm is exact. The DMC calculations
were performed using the casino code [33] with time
steps in the ratio 1 : 4 and the corresponding target con-
figuration populations in the ratio 4 : 1. Afterwards,
the energies were extrapolated linearly to zero time step
and hence, simultaneously, to infinite population. The
resulting DMC trion binding energies, shown in Fig. 1,
agree with the asymptotic binding energies found ear-
lier in the limits of r∗ → ∞ [30] and r∗ → 0 [42].
The trion contact pair densities gTee = 〈δ(re1e2)〉 and
gTeh = 〈δ(re1h) + δ(re2h)〉 were obtained by binning the
radial distances sampled in the VMC and DMC calcu-
lations, evaluating the extrapolated estimate of the pair
density [32], and then extrapolating the pair density to
zero radial separation. The resulting contact pair densi-
ties are shown in Fig. 2. The trion binding-energy data
are fitted (to an accuracy within 5%: see Fig. 1) by the
formula
ET
R∗y
≈ (1−√x) [ (0.44x2 − 1.16√x+ 1.46) (2 − y)
− (0.64x2 − 2.0√x+ 2.4)√1− y],
(5)
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FIG. 1. (color online). Binding energies of trions at different
mass ratios against rescaled in-plane polarizability r∗. The
inset shows the binding energies of excitons against rescaled
r∗. The lines show the fitting formulas of Eqs. (5) and (3).
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FIG. 2. (color online). Contact electron-hole pair densities of
trions and excitons against rescaled in-plane polarizability r∗
at different mass ratios. The black curve is the fitting formula
for an exciton, Eq. (4), while the yellow curve is the fitting for-
mula for a trion, Eq. (6). The inset shows the (much smaller)
contact pair density between the electrons in a negative trion
and the fitting curve (in blue) of Eq. (7).
while the contact pair densities are fitted by
gTeh ≈ gXeh +
0.35
(a∗B)
2
(1− x)3.5 and (6)
gTee ≈
0.11
(a∗B)
2
1−√x
1 +
√
x
[
1− y2] , (7)
where y = µ/mh. The term proportional to
√
1− y in
Eq. (5) describes the contribution to the ground-state
energy due to the harmonic zero-point vibration of two
heavy electrons treated using the Born-Oppenheimer ap-
proximation [42].
Similarly, the binding energies EXX of biexcitons were
calculated using DMC and the results are presented in
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FIG. 3. (color online). Binding energies of biexcitons against
rescaled in-plane polarizability r∗ at different mass ratios.
The lines show the fitting formula of Eq. (8). The left in-
set shows the electron-hole contact pair densities for a biex-
citon and the approximation formula [black curve, Eq. (9)].
Electron-electron contact pair densities for a biexciton are
shown in the right inset, together with the approximation
formula of Eq. (10).
Fig. 3. EXX is the energy required to dissociate a biex-
citon into two separate excitons. A fitting formula with
up to 5% accuracy,
EXX
R∗y
≈ (1−√x) [1− 1.2√y(1− y)]
×
[
2.0− 17.0x+ 43.0
(
x3/2 − x2
)
+ 15.7x5/2
]
,
(8)
incorporates the fact that the biexciton binding en-
ergy is symmetric under the exchange of electrons and
holes and includes the correct behavior in the Born-
Oppenheimer/harmonic-approximation limit of extreme
mass ratio. The biexciton electron-hole and electron-
electron contact pair densities can be approximated as
gXXeh ≈ 2gXeh +
0.5
(a∗B)
2
(1− x)2 and (9)
gXXee ≈
1− x
(a∗B)
2
(1− 0.44x)(0.1− 0.064y). (10)
The ratio of the negative-trion to the biexciton bind-
ing energy is plotted against x = r∗/(a
∗
B + r∗) and
y = µ/mh = me/(me + mh) in Fig. 4. Although the
biexciton binding energy is larger than the trion binding
energy for the Coulomb interaction (x = 0), the situation
is generally reversed when the interaction is of logarith-
mic form (x = 1). However, at extreme mass ratios,
especially where the hole is heavy, the biexciton is stabi-
lized with respect to the negative trion. In practice 2D
FIG. 4. (color online). Ratio of negative-trion binding energy
to biexciton binding energy (ET/EXX) as a function of rescaled
in-plane polarizability r∗ and rescaled mass ratio. The thick
black line shows the curve ET = EXX. Experimentally relevant
points for TMDCs are shown using symbols from Table I.
materials typically have x > 0.9 and y ≈ 0.5 (see Table
I), and hence are strongly in the regime in which the trion
binding energy exceeds the biexciton binding energy. The
qualitative form of our predicted trion spectrum is shown
in Fig. 5. The trion peak occurs at lower energy than the
biexciton peak, in stark contradiction to the classifica-
tion of experimental peaks reported in Ref. [43]. In fact
several experimental works [21–23] have reported biex-
citon binding energies of TMDCs that are about twice
as large as the reported trion binding energies [15–20].
However the physical origins of experimentally observed
peaks in optical spectra are not always clear. Our con-
clusion that the trion binding energy is larger than the
biexciton binding energy is robust against large changes
in the values of the effective masses and the susceptibility
and, taken at face value, suggests that the experimental
“trion” and “biexciton” peaks may be misclassified.
In Table I we compare the trion and biexciton binding
energies obtained using Eqs. (5) and (8) with previous
theoretical calculations and experimental results in the
literature for molybdenum and tungsten dichalcogenide
materials. The theoretical results are in good agreement
with each other, and also with experimental results for
the trion. However, for the biexciton, there is a major
disagreement between theory and experiment: the ex-
perimental binding energies are around three times larger
than the theoretical biexciton binding energies. Since our
DMC solution of the Mott-Wannier model is exact, the
quantitative disagreement between the positions of the
theoretical and experimental trion and biexciton peaks
must indicate either a serious inaccuracy in the Keldysh
4ET
EXX
∆−U∆−U−EXX∆−U−ET
~ω
X
XX
X
−
FIG. 5. (color online). Expected photoemission spectrum of a
2D semiconductor showing peaks for exciton (X), trion (X−),
and biexciton (XX) complexes. ∆ is the quasiparticle band
gap.
interaction between charge carriers or a misinterpretation
of experimental spectra. One possibility is that contact
(exchange) interactions between charge carriers as well
as intervalley scattering effects could play a significant
role in charge-carrier complexes. Using our contact pair
density data together with ab initio calculations of con-
tact interaction parameters could provide a promising
avenue for improving the quantitative description of the
measured photoemission spectra.
In summary we present exact numerical data for the
ground-state solutions of Mott-Wannier models of trions
and biexcitons in 2D semiconductors in which the charge
carriers interact via the Keldysh interaction. We have
evaluated the contact pair density between charge car-
riers, to permit subsequent perturbative evaluations of
the energy contribution due to contact exchange inter-
actions. Our results suggest that experimental spectra
have been misclassified, because the trion binding energy
should exceed the biexciton binding energy, but they also
indicate that the Keldysh interaction fails to give a quan-
titative description of the observed excitonic properties of
2D TMDCs. The contact pair density data that we pro-
vide will enable the theoretical and experimental explo-
ration of the role played by contact interactions between
charge carriers and intervalley scattering in 2D semicon-
ductors.
The authors thank T. Heinz, K. Novoselov, M. Potem-
ski, A. Tartakovski, and W. Yao for useful discussions.
This work was supported by EC FP7 Graphene Flag-
ship Project No. CNECT-ICT-604391, ERC Synergy
Grant Hetero2D, EPSRC CDT NOWNANO, and the
Simons Foundation. M.S. acknowledges financial sup-
port from EPSRC, NOWNANO DTC grant number
EP/G03737X/1. Computer resources were provided by
Lancaster University’s High-End Computing cluster.
[1] D. Xiao, G.B. Liu, W. Feng, X. Xu, and W. Yao, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 108, 196802 (2012).
[2] H. Zeng, J. Dai, W. Yao, D. Xiao, and X. Cui, Nat.
Nanotechnol. 7, 490 (2012).
[3] K.F. Mak, K. He, J. Shan, and T.F. Heinz, Nat. Nan-
otechnol. 7, 494 (2012).
[4] G. Sallen, L. Bouet, X. Marie, G. Wang, C.R. Zhu, W.P.
Han, Y. Lu, P.H. Tan, T. Amand, B.L. Liu, and B. Ur-
baszek, Phys. Rev. B 86, 081301 (2012).
[5] T. Cao, G. Wang, W. Han, H. Ye, C. Zhu, J. Shi, Q. Niu,
P. Tan, E. Wang, B. Liu, and J. Feng, Nat. Commun. 3,
887 (2012).
[6] H. Conley, B. Wang, J. Ziegler, R. Haglund, S. Pan-
telides, and K.I. Bolotin, Nano Lett. 13, 3626 (2013).
[7] X. Xu, W. Yao, D. Xiao, and T.F. Heinz, Nat. Phys. 10,
343 (2014).
[8] D.A. Bandurin, A.V. Tyurnina, G.L. Yu, A. Mishchenko,
V. Zo´lyomi, S.V. Morozov, R. Krishna Kumar, R.V. Gor-
bachev, Z.R. Kudrynskyi, S. Pezzini, Z.D. Kovalyuk, U.
Zeitler, K.S. Novoselov, A. Patane`, L. Eaves, I.V. Grig-
orieva, V.I. Fal’ko, A.K. Geim, Y. Cao, arXiv:1608.08950
[cond-mat.mes-hall] (2016).
[9] A. Ramasubramaniam, Phys. Rev. B 86, 115409 (2012).
[10] H.P. Komsa and A.V. Krasheninnikov, Phys. Rev. B 86,
241201 (2012).
[11] D.Y. Qiu, F.H. da Jornada, and S.G. Louie, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 111, 216805 (2013).
[12] M.M. Glazov, T. Amand, X. Marie, D. Lagarde, L.
Bouet, and B. Urbaszek, Phys. Rev. B 89, 201302 (2014).
[13] G. Berghauser and E. Malic, Phys. Rev. B 89, 125309
(2014).
[14] A.R. Klots, A.K.M. Newaz, B. Wang, D. Prasai, H.
Krzyzanowska, D. Caudel, N. J. Ghimire, J. Yan, B.L.
Ivanov, K.A. Velizhanin, A. Burger, D.G. Mandrus, N.H.
Tolk, S.T. Pantelides, and K.I. Bolotin, Sci. Rep. 4, 6608
(2014).
[15] K.F. Mak, K. He, C. Lee, G.H. Lee, J. Hone, T.F. Heinz,
and J. Shan, Nat. Mater. 12, 207 (2013).
[16] C. Zhang, H. Wang, W. Chan, C. Manolatou, and F.
Rana, Phys. Rev. B 89, 205436 (2014).
[17] A. Srivastava, M. Sidler, A.V. Allain, D.S. Lembke, A.
Kis, and A. Imamog˘lu, Nat. Phys. 11, 141 (2015).
[18] Y. Zhang, H. Li, H. Wang, R. Liu, S. Zhang, and Z. Qiu,
ACS Nani 9, 8514 (2015).
[19] B. Zhu, H. Zeng, J. Dai, Z. Gong, and X. Cui, Proc. Natl.
Acad. Sci. USA 111, 11606 (2014).
[20] A.M. Jones, H. Yu, N.J. Ghimire, S. Wu, G. Aivazian,
J.S. Ross, B. Zhao, J. Yan, D.G. Mandrus, D. Xiao, W.
Yao, and X. Xu, Nat. Nanotechnol. 8, 634 (2013).
[21] C. Mai, A. Barrette, Y. Yu, Y.G. Semenov, K. Wook
Kim, L. Cao, and K. Gundogdu, Nano Lett. 14, 202
(2014).
[22] J. Shang, X. Shen, C. Cong, N. Peimyoo, B. Cao, M.
Eginligil, and T. Yu, ACS Nano 9, 647 (2015).
[23] Y. You, X.-X. Zhang, T.C. Berkelbach, M.S. Hybert-
sen, D.R. Reichman, and T.F. Heinz, Nat. Phys. 11, 477
(2015).
[24] A. Srivastava, M. Sidler, A.V. Allain, D.S. Lembke, A.
Kis, and A. Imamog˘lu, Nat. Nanotechnol. 10, 491 (2015).
[25] Y.-M. He, G. Clark, J.R. Schaibley, Y. He, M.-C. Chen,
Y.-J. Wei, X. Ding, Q. Zhang, W. Yao, X. Xu, C.-Y. Lu,
5TABLE I. Trion and biexciton binding energies for an important group of TMDCs. We compare our fitting formulas with path
integral Monte Carlo (PIMC) [44] and DMC data [45] in the literature. Effective masses (in units of the bare electron mass)
are taken from GW calculations in the literature [46, 47].
Negative-trion binding energy ET (meV) Biexciton binding energy EXX (meV)
Material r∗ (A˚) me mh
PIMC DMC Eq. (5) Exp. PIMC DMC Eq. (8) Exp.
• MoS2 39 [46] 0.35 0.43 32.0 33.8 32 34 [16], 35 [48] 22.7(3) 22.7(5) 24 60 [49], 70 [21]
 MoSe2 40 [50] 0.38 0.44 27.7 28.4 31 30 [51, 52] 19.3(5) 17.7(3) 23 N/A
N WS2 38 [53] 0.27 0.32 33.1 34.0 31 34 [54], 36 [28] 23.9(5) 23.3(3) 23 65 [43]
H WSe2 45 [53] 0.29 0.34 28.5 29.5 27 30 [17, 20] 23.9(5) 23.3(3) 20 52 [23]
and J.-W. Pan, Nat. Nanotechnol. 10, 497 (2015).
[26] M. Koperski, K. Nogajewski, A. Arora, V. Cherkez, P.
Mallet, J.-Y. Veuillen, J. Marcus, P. Kossacki, and M.
Potemski, Nat. Nanotechnol. 10, 503 (2015).
[27] C. Chakraborty, L. Kinnischtzke, K.M. Goodfellow, R.
Beams, and A.N. Vamivakas, Nat. Nanotechnol. 10, 507
(2015).
[28] A. Chernikov, T.C. Berkelbach, H.M. Hill, A. Rigosi, Y.
Li, O.B. Aslan, D.R. Reichman, M.S. Hybertsen, and
T.F. Heinz, Phys. Rev. Lett. 113, 076802 (2014).
[29] H.M. Hill, A.F. Rigosi, C. Roquelet, A. Chernikov, T.C.
Berkelbach, D.R. Reichman, M.S. Hybertsen, L.E. Brus,
and T.F. Heinz, Nano Lett. 15, 2992 (2015).
[30] B. Ganchev, N. Drummond, I. Aleiner, and V.I. Fal’ko,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 114, 107401 (2015).
[31] D.M. Ceperley and B.J. Alder, Phys. Rev. Lett. 45, 566
(1980).
[32] W.M.C. Foulkes, L. Mitas, R.J. Needs, and G. Rajagopal,
Rev. Mod. Phys. 73, 33 (2001).
[33] R.J. Needs, M.D. Towler, N.D. Drummond, and P. Lo´pez
R´ıos, J. Phys.: Condens. Matter 22, 023201 (2010).
[34] L.V. Keldysh, Pisma Zh. Eksp. Theor. Fiz. 29, 716 (1979)
[JETP Lett. 29, 658 (1979)].
[35] I.R. Lapidus, Am. J. Phys. 49, 807 (1981).
[36] K. Eveker, D. Grow, B. Jost, C.E. Monfort, and K.W.
Nelson, Am. J. Phys. 58, 1183 (1990).
[37] N.D. Drummond, M.D. Towler, and R.J. Needs, Phys.
Rev. B, 70, 235119 (2004).
[38] P. Lo´pez R´ıos, P. Seth, N.D. Drummond, and R.J. Needs,
Phys. Rev. E, 86, 036703 (2012).
[39] C.J. Umrigar, K.G. Wilson, and J.W. Wilkins, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 60, 1719 (1988).
[40] N.D. Drummond and R.J. Needs, Phys. Rev. B 72,
085124 (2005).
[41] C.J. Umrigar, J. Toulouse, C. Filippi, S. Sorella, and
R.G. Hennig, Phys. Rev. Lett. 98, 110201 (2007).
[42] G.G. Spink, P. Lo´pez R´ıos, N.D. Drummond, and R.J.
Needs, Phys. Rev. B 94, 041410(R) (2016).
[43] G. Plechinger, P. Nagler, J. Kraus, N. Paradiso, C.
Strunk, C. Schuller, and T. Korn, Phys. Status Solidi
RRL 9, 457 (2015).
[44] I. Kyla¨npa¨a¨ and H.-P. Komsa, Phys. Rev. B 92, 205418
(2015).
[45] M.Z. Mayers, T.C. Berkelbach, M.S. Hybertsen, and
D.R. Reichman, Phys. Rev. B 92, 161404 (2015).
[46] T. Cheiwchanchamnangij and W.R.L. Lambrecht, Phys.
Rev. B 85, 205302 (2012).
[47] H. Shi, H. Pan, Y.W. Zhang, and B.I. Yakobson, Phys.
Rev. B 87, 155304 (2013).
[48] C. Zhang, H. Wang, and F. Rana, CLEO: 2013, cTh3J.6
(2013).
[49] E.J. Sie, A.J. Frenzel, Y.-H. Lee, J. Kong, and N. Gedik,
Phys. Rev. B 92, 125417 (2015).
[50] A. Kumar and P.K. Ahluwalia, Physica B: Cond. Mat.
407, 4627 (2012).
[51] J.S. Ross, S. Wu, H. Yu, N.J. Ghimire, A.M. Jones, G.
Aivazian, J. Yan, D.G. Mandrus, D. Xiao, W. Yao, and
X. Xu, Nat. Commun. 4, 1474 (2013).
[52] A. Singh, G. Moody, S. Wu, Y. Wu, N.J. Ghimire, J.
Yan, D.G. Mandrus, X. Xu, and X. Li, Phys. Rev. Lett.
112, 216804 (2014).
[53] T.C. Berkelbach, M.S. Hybertsen, and D.R. Reichman,
Phys. Rev. B 88, 045318 (2013).
[54] B. Zhu, X. Chen, and X. Cui, Sci. Rep. 5, 9218 (2015).
